In 2014, both the Mellon Foundation and AAU-ARL taskforce on scholarly communication have encouraged publishers and universities to develop programs for digital projects that would increase access to and reduce the cost of scholarly communications. These funders in scholarly societies are imagining what the future landscape of scholarship might look like and how digital scholarship might be presented and made accessible both within as well as outside the academy. Concerns over issues of cost, access, the free rider problem, and ongoing sustainability for scholarly monographs and their sponsoring publishers, often university presses, are not new issues, but the current work at Mellon and with this AAU-ARL taskforce has the potential to change the conversation and develop some viable solutions and new thinking in the research publication value chain. Critical to such projects will be the involvement of university presses for the processes of selection, development, vending, and publication of monographs. Also key will be libraries who may act as partners in developing new hosting capabilities and channels of dissemination.
Today, we've gathered individuals from both the funding and the publishing side to discuss recent initiatives and to explore how such ecosystem partnerships might function in the years to come. I'll introduce the speakers briefly here. The full biographies are available online. And then I'll begin with a series of questions for our group. It's going to be very much a roundtable discussion. This is going to be hopefully a very lively exchange, and we won't be doing formal presentations, so we really encourage a lot of interaction with the audience as well.
I'll do brief introductions from your right to left. We have Helen Cullyer, who's a program officer in the scholarly communications program at the Andrew Mellon Foundation. She works with the senior program officer, Don Waters, on developing new grant-making initiatives and reviewing grant proposals in the area of scholarly publication, preservation, access, and library services as well as in the evaluation and assessment of grant-funding projects. Sitting next to Helen is Barbara Kline Pope, executive director of communications for the National Academies Press at The National Academies and the current president of the Association of American University Presses. In addition to book publishing, she manages marketing communication programs designed to bring science and engineering to public audiences. Next to her we have Raym Crow. He's a senior consultant with the SPARC Consulting Group and principal of Chain Bridge Group, a consulting firm providing publishing and sustainability planning. Crow specializes in developing plans for collaborative publishing projects and supply-side business models capable of supporting open-access dissemination. And on the end here, we have Charles Watkinson, an associate university librarian for publishing at the University of Michigan Libraries and Director of University of Michigan Press. Prior to moving to Michigan in 2014 just a couple months ago, Charles was director of Purdue University Press and head of Scholarly Publishing Services in the Purdue Libraries for five years. He's been a board member of the AAUP and the SSP and was an initiator of the Library Publishing Coalition.
We don't a have a particular order. People are just going to jump in as they have things they want to share about these particular questions. So I'll start off. From a personal perspective of your organization, what needs are not being met for participants in the scholarly ecosystem? What is one thing you think should be done to get those needs met? Charles? You want to start?
Charles Watkinson: From the perspective of arriving in Michigan, something that really strikes me, as Director of the Press as well as a librarian, is the number of scholars who are now coming to us with digital scholarship. And it's not the people who are self-identifying as digital humanists. It's just everybody. And they often talk about it in terms of the inner companion website or some such thing, but they all have products of digital scholarship. So I think this is a major challenge, and what to do about it. One thing that we're very interested in here we are University of Michigan Press, as a humanities and qualitative social science publisher, we're very interested in leveraging the data repository infrastructure being built by libraries as potentially a monograph platform, certainly a platform for companion and supplementary data because that is a very blurry line between what a monograph is and what a humanities data presentation is.
Raym Crow: What I can speak to is I'm involved in a project that is a result of a taskforce on scholarly communications. And what came out of that project was a whitepaper talking about the scholarly monograph marketplace and what the AAU-ARL taskforce is supposed to do is how do we take this intermediate constructively to encourage the economic viability of humanities publishing while leveraging the maneuverability of digital communications and digital technologies and networking. Out of that, the discussion around the whitepaper, I did a prospectus and a proposal for an institutional based title subsidy. And just to give a quick outline of that proposal for those of you that haven't read the prospectus, the idea was that institutions with sufficient for the faculty's first books, the effect that's mentioned where you have to be accepted by a qualifying publisher, initially by university presses, who accept based on their current course standards, part of that payment probably will be made available on open access, but the press and the publishers would be able to sell value-added versions of print-on-demand. So that was the, again, we focused on first books. It would be expanded to target that, and we can talk about that in a little detail.
Leila Salisbury: I like the line "at their own risk." Barbara Kline Pope: So I was introduced as both a publishing director and also president of AAUP, and mostly I'm here today to represent many diverse publishers who are university presses and the associate members of the AAUP, so I just want to make sure you know that. Also want to give you a baseline that all of those 130-some members have very diverse opinions, very diverse data on the plans for pay-to-publish model and other areas. But what I think all of us in university press publishing or scholarly publishing have in common is that we have a dual mission, and that mission is to advance scholarship through connecting readers to authors and authors to readers, but we also have a financial responsibility to our institutions. So I just want to sort of give you a baseline there.
So when I started to think about this first question, I went looking for data. Rather than say what we as an organization or we as a set of publishers can offer scholars, what do scholars want and what do scholars need, mostly? So I went to the Lever Initiative at the Oberlin Group, to that report, and it was pretty clear that scholars are really looking to be published for tenure and promotion. And that a big chunk of that is peer review. So peer review is incredibly important, and I will say that university presses, as compared to for-profit scholarly publishers, are known for peer review. And so I think that that is something that we need to continue as university presses and associate members of the university press community to make sure that we are providing the best peer review for scholars. Also, I think what is being put on the table today with the AAU-ARL and the Mellon Foundation can help scholars in that that same Oberlin study, 80% of scholars said that they get published, and of that 20%, there's certainly quality publication going on there, but there's a certain percentage of those scholars who don't get published. And one of the reasons is because our financial responsibility. Typically, we are publishing books that we lose money on, which we can't do that over and over again, so there is some scholarship where we just can't make the numbers work. And I think that's where these two plans that we're talking about today can really help scholars and help the library community and the university press community.
Helen Cullyer: Thank you very much. So again, Charles, Raym, and Barbara made some really important points and I think I'd like to follow up on all of them, really. As Charles said, the need to publish is becoming increasingly important to scholars in the humanities. And because they're working with a lot of digital collections or data sets, they're using computational techniques. They want to present maps, maybe they're using multimedia. There are a variety of reasons to want to publish in a digital medium. Barbara mentioned peer review. There are not good peer review standards really established for rich multimedia-based, -driven publications, especially those having software tools, and there are certainly not established tenure and promotion criteria in most fields. And so we're trying to address those issues in a number of different ways and especially with tenure and promotion guidelines with the American Historical Association, CAA, College Art Association, and Society of Art Historians to really try and address that because that's one important thing. And in addition to the sort of desire to publish digitally amongst many, certainly not all scholars, but many, there's been the question of who is going to see that scholarship, how it's going to be used. And we came to the conclusion that digital scholarly publications rather than the traditional monographs in the digital medium or those that bridged more traditional genres really could benefit from being out there on the open web, firstly to generate more readers, and secondly to make those publications more usable, to have them linked to related publications and collections so those publications can be searched, mined, analyzed, along with primary sources and other types of digital data collections. But obviously, to make a large portion of humanities scholarship openly accessible, accessible on an open access basis, is a huge sustainability challenge for the scholarly ecosystem and university presses to realize that. So we started thinking about possible different economic models, and so this is where Raym, right around the same time that the ARL-AAU came up with their first book initiative, we had started thinking very much along the same lines. And we started thinking, "Well, what would happen if instead of pay-to-read model, publishers experimented with a pay-to-publish model," so really meaning the institutions would then cost of their humanities faculty when those faculty are publishing more works. Those works would then be published on an open access basis by publishers according to standard editorial peerreview criteria, vanity publishing. No money would change hands until a contract could be issued, and according to the pretty standard open access licensing terms, and there may be some preservation requirement as well. And we thought possibly we could use grant funding to seed such a program. What we don't know yet is whether that pay-to-publish model is even feasible. Of course, institutions would have to better cost themselves, and there are many possible barriers to that happening. So the current standards of this initiative are that we have two grants pending, and those pending grants would enable three institutions, because one of the grants is collaborative, to really do some pretty serious planning and do a walkthrough of how would this look like from the intuitional, the university college perspective? How would provosts and deans allocate the money to faculty? Which faculty would be eligible? What would be the licensing terms that the universities and colleges would require? Where would the pay-to-publish money even come from? We imagine, of course, this would have to be a reallocation from somewhere. Money doesn't just grow on trees. So we are hoping that these institutions will be able to sort of go through this process and really come up with some conclusions about the feasibility of this model. And based on the outcomes of those studies, we might do some more planning and more research or we might decide to go ahead with some kind of experimental grant program or not. We might just say no, this isn't going to work. So that's where we are. We're also very much thinking about the press side. And as many of you know, we initiated our university presses over the summer. The proposals that would enable presses to develop really shared infrastructure for the publication of digital works, and that includes digital monographs but also some of these more sort of nontraditional forms. And as Charles said, sort of thinking what a monograph is is pretty blurry right now. So there's even a problem with the language. What do we mean by a monograph at this stage? I think I've gone on for too long, and I didn't say one thing; I talked about many things that need to be done.
Leila Salisbury:
No, no, thank you. Well, and this leads me to think, I'll ask a question. Is there a crisis in monograph publishing? This is the thing we hear all the time. Or is it more, is it that faculty cannot get these tenure books published or is the problem how the books are being published or is the problem that there may be very limited market once those books are published, or is the problem all of the above? Do you have comments?
Raym Crow: Yes, in the whitepaper they estimated how many faculty would be publishing a first book, try to estimate what the market was and what the cost would be for the institutions participating in it. So in looking at that, just focusing on North American university presses, not looking at Anglo-American presses or looking at commercial publishers, the ballpark was about 85% of faculty, junior faculty's first books and seeking books for tenure could get published. The issue with the first books convention tries to address is the fact that we want to decouple the evaluation of books for tenure from commercial liability. Barbara said presses can't publish everything they might want to publish, especially if they're very specialized monographs. There's a positive externality for universities to use these books for tenure. They can't be captured by a title's price. So that's the idea of the first books convention was again, it was this convention that covered all the first copy costs of the press. How that would be set is a detail that needed to be worked out, but also the opportunity costs of a press. That's better than the, would actually give more options. There wouldn't be a partial run on presses to do.
Leila Salisbury: Did anyone else have anything?
Charles Watkinson: I think that maybe from an author point of view, there isn't that much of a monograph crisis. And I feel that I'm on delicate ground here, that it certainly is true that we're seeing at university presses a market where we're competing with new and even more aggressive commercial humanities and social science book publishers who are increasing their output every year. And it feels a little bit from the university press side like it's a Dr. Jekyll and Dr. Hyde situation that we're facing where our editorial boards are telling us we have to invest very heavily in the very highly intensive work of producing a monograph, but when they act as authors, they are sometimes choosing speed over those values. So I think from the point of view of, the monograph crisis is for publishers like University of Michigan Press who have high costs are very invested in a very intensive design process and are at risk of being undercut sometimes. And I don't know if they do a good point version.
Helen Cullyer: Okay, I think this is a really difficult question. I think overall, the language of the crisis is probably unhelpful. And scholarly not-for-profit publishing, economic sustainability, and the ability of people to get published I think will always be an issue. I think, we commissioned a study about monograph output in the US, not just books, all monographs. And we received that data. We have yet to go down into it and sort of look at it by discipline and field. I think probably what that will reveal is what we get a sense of anecdotally, that in some fields there really is a problem and scholars do have problems getting published. Literary studies is one we hear a lot. But the flip side of that is, as we've been talking to faculty, some people say, "Well, too many monographs are being published." And by that, they mean that the monograph is not necessarily the most appropriate form sometimes of humanistic scholarship. And of course, the monograph is the most standard of the tenure and promotions. So almost everyone in every humanities field, there are some exceptions, have to publish at least one monograph in their scholarly career. And so I think that the monograph crisis or one of our problems, if there is one, has multiple dimensions. And while I certainly don't think the monograph is dead or should ever be dead as a genre, it's a very, very important form of publication, there are certainly other, maybe more experimental forms that can and should grow up and that should receive vigorous peer review and full credit.
Leila Salisbury: You talked about some of the nuance that we don't necessarily discuss with monographs, and I'm curious, it's sort of the old story that monograph sales can be very limited. I mean, print runs in the low hundreds now at many university press publishers, and I think that sometimes to the outer community, that low number sort of indicated that these are books, and I hate it when people say this, that no one needs or shouldn't be published. And I guess I'd like to talk, dig into that a little more deeply. Is it more a discoverability problem, these things are out there, but in the past, we haven't had the greatest tools for helping these things be discovered, or is it really a money problem? One of the things that I've been hearing in these discussions in the last few days as we're talking more about use data through different types of collection development programs. My sense very much is switching to that it's not that this content's not being used, it's not necessarily being sold in a way that brings the same revenue back to the publishers and may not be sustainable. Can you talk a little bit about these issues? Barbara Kline Pope: I think I've got to now mention this as well as Director of the National Academies Press. Because I can shed a little bit of light on the discoverability of books and how that changed from when you go from just selling a printed book to posting content in discoverable ways. And then we went to actually posting content in ways that are actually substitutable for a printed book. And we know that opening up the content a bit or opening it up a lot, really more broadly, disseminates the content. We get more downloads of that content as we got more and more open. But it's a scary thing for a press to do that. And luckily, we were part of the National Academy of Sciences. The books that we published are central products of that entire huge institution, and so they put the money there to allow us to do that. So I think discoverability is certainly a great concept to think about when you think about open or public access, but we also need the data, and we need the data for the humanities to determine these kind of scary questions. For the sciences, we collected data. We did it at the beginning of the century, actually. In the year 2000 we looked at this to determine what is the revenue lost of completely free in PDF. What is the revenue lost and the revenue gained in different formats? And we had arguments in the year 2000 before we actually did this research. And in fact, Mellon funded this research for us. And I think now various communities are in those arguments with one side saying it must be open, the other side saying it must be closed. That's because we don't have the data. And what I would like to see is for the humanities, for us to do another study like that, determine really what is the cost and what is the benefit of going open. And I kind of call on Mellon to maybe help us in that.
Raym Crow: I don't disagree with anything you say. I think one of the points behind the supplyside model is to remove the risk of the press of these very specialized monographs that sell a few hundred copies. One suspects with DDA and PDA purchasing are going to get even lower and lower and lower. And so it's a big press goal to gather some of the value from the institutions.
Barbara Kline Pope:
And there is a study going on to determine what a true cost is. What is the true value that a university press puts into a monograph? And I think that's really important. But it's also important to look at that as entire cost, overhead cost, and what a press needs to really help scholars not only produce that book but also to help that scholar look at their line of inquiry, get involved in that scholar's life, you know, the role of that petition setter is incredibly important in moving disciplines forward. So I think we need to be very careful about using this data to do it.
Helen Cullyer: I definitely agree with the need to collect data and still be on top of the costs of monographs that Barbara alluded to, what funding is being conducted. To go back to Leila's original question, is discoverability or money really the problem, I do think it's both. I think that both issues, and we're going to come back to the discoverability later this session, but just to make a point now, we're putting something up on the web, on the open web, to make it discoverable. Lots of the things on the open web are really hidden because they don't come up on the first couple pages of a Google search or other kind of search engine.
Charles Watkinson: I do think there's an interesting aspect of the discoverability problem, which is that in the digital space, it feels like monographs haven't been given much of a chance yet. So I think it is a bit of an issue when we, from the press side, look at the general perception that the content that we produce is not used at all. And that is a big narrative. That there may be a strong issue of digital accessibility in there and probably we need to wait a little bit to make those presumptions until we have good data from databases that combine journal and book content in the same space, because anecdotally, there is some good news of some e-book collections that we know of. So that's just one point on discoverability that monographs are not necessarily not used. We just don't really know yet, I think. I could be corrected on that. Just about the money problem, I mean, it is very interesting to talk to colleagues here from libraries, from acquisitions and collections development side and talk about the halving of monograph budgets a few years ago. From the university press angle, we're definitely seeing that very starkly. So at University of Michigan Press, we've seen a decline in revenue of about a third over the last five years, and we're a very heavily monograph-based press. And that's a pretty scary thing to be seeing. And I think it's a result of those cuts and it's just taken a while to hit us.
Leila Salisbury: Well, this links into something else I wanted to talk about with these OA materials. How can we get data about these open access materials? It's one thing when we can work through vendors that might handle OA content. There is the question of, well, it's OA. How is that worked through the vendor? If the library publishing program is putting together material that some might say, well, it exists in the silo. How is the user data being shared? How is discoverability driven from that one particular institution to other institutions more widely? Can you all talk about some of these questions? I mean, for publishers, if we feel like we want to get into this, we need some answers to show how the work we put into this is going to be meaningful.
Raym Crow: Well, from one perspective, I think the openness will increase use. But kind of the conventional model really captures the value from the institution; it's really the quality of the scholarship that's being validated. And so subsequent use is important, but it's not because it drives the value from the institution's perspective. So again, the idea that this is set at a level where the pressures in different, in that kind of detail, I mean, at this point, it's internal. But the goal in the concept is to alleviate present risks, not increase it. And the idea is that most presses aren't making lots of money on first books. And that's wrong, I think. It's basically saying, in terms of first books, capturing the value of the institutions, so it takes the risk out of it and you don't have to worry about commercial liability and making publishing decisions. Barbara Kline Pope: I think also discoverability is incredibly important. And as I said before, I'm not representing all university presses when I talk about open access. We do know that sometimes when a book is free, the ratio of free downloads to sales is 100 to one. We do know that that helps, but it doesn't help if you don't actually draw people to that content. And I think what Leila and Raym have been referring to we're going to talk about later is just posting a file and having it be free and expecting people to find it. That doesn't work. And so the knowledge of all people in the marketing groups in these university presses gave them their audiences. They know how to promote these books. They know what awards they should go to. They know what reviews they can get for these books. They know how to generate buzz about these books. And you need that kind of critical knowledge, that kind of critical skills whether the file is free, whether this scholarship is free or whether it's for sale. And I think many of us think that, "Oh, it's free, just post this file." And it is relatively inexpensive as a cost of the next file to post once you have the infrastructure there, but that's not what you want. You really want people to use that scholarship now that it is free.
Helen Cullyer: Okay, so on discoverability, I think there should be many ways, many methods by which publications should be made discoverable in order to reach a wide variety of audiences. Marketing is certainly one of them. Search engine optimization. The role of repositories and aggregators who, as Charles said, can make ebooks better go along with journals and other content. Use of the link to open data. And also the role of libraries, naturally, in making sure that for open access publications, there are records for those publications and links to publications in their discovery into things. And I think that's really important because I think there's still a perception in some areas of the academy that, well, it's just out there on the web. It's not a real publication. Sometimes people have a print of a university press. It's silly, but the publications need to be discoverable, open access publications alongside those publications which libraries have acquired for a fee. I think that's really important. On usage statistics, I also think that's crucial. As funders, I don't think we're in a position to dictate what sort of usage statistics presses want and need. I think we need to get that from presses, and we'd certainly be willing to assist if more work is needed in this area. One issue that I think someone alluded to was content that was published under open licenses is just that even if it's distributed sort of by a standard, the publishers might have a bunch of other content, some open access, some not, and so you're getting standardized usage statistics that way. What happens if someone downloads that content and then republishes it and redistributes it? And how could you get meaningful usage statistics about feedback and published content? We had a conversation with the CEO of Creative Commons a while ago, and he mentioned one strategy that we're thinking of is to actually place some kind of tracking device in seed licenses so that you actually know where that stuff is republished, and I think that would be fantastic. That really would be that openly licensed material, you could actually get pretty comprehensive usage statistics back. I don't know if Creative Commons will do that, but it's certainly something that they're thinking about and discussing.
Barbara Kline Pope: I would think there'd be privacy issues with that as well.
Charles Watkinson: I just want to echo Helen on that. I've been in charge of two educational repositories, one at Purdue and one at Michigan, and all of us involved in the repository movement know that usage stats are the currency of open access. And it is an absolute precondition of any platform that has open access books on it that it needs to have rich usage stats and those need to be pushing out. They're not just things that people go and retrieve. They need to push out to the publisher, to the author, to the funder, and that is the only way sustainable open access monographs are going to happen. It's absolutely essential. The other thing I would say is I think it's particularly relevant to a region like Charleston to really appeal to the aggregators and the jobbers to think very carefully about how open access monographs are going to fit into their workflows. And I would pull also on the librarians to be ready to pay the self-ready fee for an open access book because it is, again, essential if anybody cares about open access that this content is brought into the same environment through the same workflows as all the scholarship that you'll currently find.
Raym Crow: I just want to add one thing. I mean, there's nothing being proposed in the AAU-ARL proposal suggests that open access content would just be put up and then people could trip over it. You sort of mentioned to cover the cost of the market was negotiated. Even in the market now, sort of sell a few hundred copies. So an open system contributes to it if that is a recognized value by institutions. Barbara Kline Pope: And also, if the open content sits on a publisher's website, that also brings eyeballs to the rest of the scholarship there. It gets additional downloads, gets additional reading and perhaps purchase of other books. So it's important that publishers also have the file not just sitting out there.
Leila Salisbury: If we're looking at really flipping things as we've been short-handing it to a pay-topublish monograph model, this is something, this is called the "free writer" problem for university presses. And certainly Macmillan is looking at this now, but I think the question may be, where do these institutional grants come from? You alluded to it a little bit. I would posit there may be a fear from university presses, for example, this is a situation where universities say, "Well, we have this key thing, a piece of the pie for scholarly publications," kind of being asked to contribute however many thousands of dollars towards one of these first monographs or monograph initiatives. How can we help ensure maybe that that money doesn't all just come out of a press's institutional allocation or it is just shifting around money, is it going to make things worse to some extent for some of the university presses? Or inversely, I've heard a lot of publishers express fear of even more of a class system or a tiering system among university presses. And I'm sure, Helen, you've probably got some of these issues maybe not answers yet, but if you could talk a bit about them.
Helen Cullyer: Yeah. I would say we don't have the answers yet on where funds would come from at universities and colleges. I think there has to be some different creative thinking about them. When we float the idea, obviously every constituency within the institution is worried that the funds will come from their budget. The library is worried, the faculty are worried the funds might be taken from their research funds they currently get and so maybe they get the pay-to-publish funds but they wouldn't get research funds to travel, to go to conferences, and things like that. So I don't have the answers. And it may be that we conclude that it wouldn't just be moving money around in a way that's detrimental, but we don't know that yet. University finances are incredibly complicated, and there need to be multiple people involved in the discussions to figure out whether this is actually feasible or not and different institutions may come up with different answers. Another worry is that maybe, and this speaks to the class system for institutions, actually, maybe not for presses, though I'll speak to them in a bit, there may be some institutions that just can't afford to do this. Might there be ways that Mellon can sort of address that problem? As far as the presses go, can you just explain to me again about the class system for the presses and what your particular worry was there?
Leila Salisbury: Well, we're competing for content all the time, and so are projects that come with money being evaluated differently by the presses or are they more attractive to, is everyone going to want to take their publication to one of the big, probably financially healthier university presses? It seems to maybe put smaller university presses at even more of a disadvantage.
Helen Cullyer: It might do. I think to determine that, we have to run some experiments after we determine the feasibility at the university level. And as I'm sure you all realize, I've been talking, we imagine that exploration as potentially a multiyear process. And we certainly don't think it will be possible or wise to try and sort of flip the model, as you put it, overnight. We can't do that, we shouldn't do that. So there have got to be multiple levels of planning and possibly experimentation.
Raym Crow: In terms of the cost, now I'm talking here about the traditional specialized monographs as opposed to the digital projects that Mellon is looking at, the estimate we used coming out of the whitepaper, I'm using a fairly high per title subscription level of $20,000. For a large research institution, on average it'd be about $75,000 a year. And even at smaller institutions, you get down to, at smaller institutions it'd probably be about $2,500 a year because they have fewer faculty looking for tenure. So in terms of it not being affordable, that seems unlikely. So that's one issue. Any attempt to increase that subscription has to increase it, it would still be affordable for first books. In terms of the inequity court for small presses, the idea behind this from the outset was you need to get critical mass of presses participating. Otherwise, you're right, individual presses can't do a lot, really, to do this kind of thing. It has to be most if not all the presses. The economic logic is such in my mind that in the large presses, they don't need it, but still it'd be thought about to take it because they'd be able to use it for their mission. So the economic side of this effort, anybody could do it. And the idea is that if everyone is participating in it, no one's disadvantaged by, painted by the idea that it's bad to be published.
Charles Watkinson: I had to mention some research projects that Mellon might to be considering, and at the University of Michigan and two of the institutions, that's a collaborative project that we've proposed to the Mellon Foundation to look into what happens at the institution level. And I think it's a major concern, or it's certainly a big question mark which we want to get ahead of, which is whether the institutional administration looks at where to take funding from. The press is an obvious place and the library budget is an obvious place. Just to clarify something, I mean, in the proposal rates talking about the AAU-ARL proposal, that is a first books proposal and that is a relatively manageable amount of money; but if we talk about all books, we do not yet know the dimensions of that kind of thing, and it could be substantial. I think that's definitely an issue to look at. Just one thing creates other issues or losses for authors and scholars. So when we started talking about the submission of this proposal to the Mellon Foundation and so on with humanities scholars locally in Michigan, their immediate reaction was, "These kind of systems are going to be fine for us at the University of Michigan, a well-funded research university. But we're very worried about our colleagues in small colleges, and we're very worried about independent scholars, and we're very worried about scholars in our network outside the United States." So I think we know that with open access journal publishing, a whole group of scholars are disenfranchised. And that is a particular concern I think we need to have as we enter the open access monograph world.
Raym Crow: Well, again, I think that it places the focus on first books because there's really no reason to provide a submission for second and third books. I mean, the market model should work for those books. It's whether there's this positive externality for the institution that's using the first book conventionally. So I think Charles is right, but I think we need to focus on the AAU-ARL proposal for what it is, again, first books makes sense in that.
Helen Cullyer: To go back to what Charles was saying about disenfranchising scholars, that's certainly a concern in addition to independent scholars and adjuncts. I don't think you mentioned adjuncts just now, but we talked about it out in the hall the other week. And we'll see what further research and we'll have to see what the outcomes of research and planning initiatives are. But I think it's highly unlikely that most institutions would say, "Yeah, we'll give our adjuncts these pay-to-publish funds." It's sad, but I think that's the truth. And then we as a foundation and possibly as a fund, we have to think very carefully about the methods by which such funding might be able to be provided to the adjuncts and independent scholars, and this may involve Scholarly Communications.
Leila Salisbury: I'm going to change gears just a little bit. I wonder if I could ask everybody to just briefly, because I do want to leave some time for questions, talk about a couple of things that either your organization or within the Scholarly Communications ecosystem we should stop doing when it comes to how we've traditionally been disseminating the development of scholarly content. So what would not doing these activities do to improve the situation?
Charles Watkinson: I think as university presses, we have to stop creating Rolls-Royces when authors need Toyotas. And you would be amazed how hard that is to manage within a particular university press because there is a strong commitment to quality that is embedded in every university press employee. So it's a hard message, but it's a necessary message.
